
AD—AO~iO 858 RAND CORP SANTA MONICA CALIF 
- 

F/S sh e
If- ’ SOVIET POLICY DILEMMAS IN ASIA . 1W

F DEC 76 A HORELICK
UNCLASSIFIED P—577U NL

tflA 0100 ~a

I
END

D A T E
FILMED

• 7 - 77  
I

I
I

__ 2



• 

2 8 ~j~25

— ~: ~2 2

I • I IHII~°
II~~

~flu I 25 

~ ~
II I I ~I



-- _ _

SOVIET POLICY D I LE ~~V1AS IN ASIA /

~ Arnoldj Horel ick

I —

1/, 
_ _ _ _ _  / I ~~ / ~ —~‘ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~

D o . , .,
>- 

—

I ~~LI [jL~ji~~;~L~J 
-
.1 3

/ 
~~~~

‘ 

~ - 74

DISTRIBUTIC~~
Approved for p~; /

—__Di~tr L u~~:r. L ,. 
. - 

— / /.‘ /

—— —-.- .—

~

—.  _ _ _ _



—..--
~
- 

.
~~~~~~~

. — .-  ..- 
___

I

The Rand Paper Series

Papers are issued by The Rand Corporation as a service to i ts professional staff.
Their purpose c to faci l i tate the exchange of ideas among those who share the
author ’s researc h interests; Papers are not reports prepared in fulfillment of
Rand’ s contracts or grants. Views expresse d in a Paper are the author ’s own , and
are not necessar ily shared by Rand or its research sponsors.

The Rand Corporation
Santa Monica . Ca lifornia 90406

_ _ _ _
- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

-
~~~~~~~~~~~~ . - - .~~~~ 

-



A~CE33IOI~ tW ‘

0Th Ibfls lactlis ~~
IN~ Osfl kctIN 

~
0

JUn~t CATiGa . ... ...... ...._.

I
~IS,,, .JTh~N,AYA ~LtaI1ITy COO a SOVIET POLICY DILEMMAS IN ASIA

— — 
Flu S?ECI

1’ Arnold L. Horelick*

The Rand Corporation

Spurred at the end of the last decade by the outbreak of armed

conflict along the Sino-Soviet border and by the new U.S. Administra-

tion ’s first steps to disengage from Vietnam , the Soviet Union embarked

on a course of intensified diplomatic activity in Asia , coupled with

highly visible displays of Soviet naval power in Pacific and Indian

Ocean waters , that quickly captured world attention . Measured by almost

any conventional standard--states with which the Soviet Union has diplo-

matic relations , exchanges of high-level visits , trade turnover , deploy-

ments of land , air, and sea forces into the area, and so forth--the

USSR is now engaged in the affairs of Asia on a considerably wider front

than ever before. Yet all of this activity has brought few tangible

rewards to the Soviet Union . Moscow has not emerged as a conspicuous

beneficiary of the post-Vietnam regroupment of Asian political forces,

as many Western observers had earlier feared , and the USSR does not

appear to be well-positioned to make major political gains soon in

Asia.

A Policy in Search of a Pocus

For all of its apparent activism , Soviet policy in most of Asia

seems peculiarly lacking in clarity of direction or sharpness of focus.

Only with respect to China , where it confronts a declared foe who is

unambiguously hostile , does the USSR ’s increased self-assertiveness

*
Revised and expanded version of a talk delivered at the E i ghth

International Conference of the Korean Institute of Internationa l
Studies , in Seoul , Republic of Korea , on 6 July, 1976.
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seem harnessed to relativel y clear ob jectives. Elsewhere in Asia ,

it will be argued in this paper , the interplay of cross-pressures and

competing priorities has imparted to Soviet policies a high degree

of tentativeness , ambiguity, and ambivalence. Indeed , while Soviet

leaders have repeated ly asserted since 1969 that the USSR , by virtue

of its geography and global power status , must now be accorded an appro-

priate place in the sun of Asian pclitics , th e Soviet Union has failed

to articulate its larger continental interests beyond its ill-defined

catchall proposal , now seven years old , to join in creating an “Asian

collective security system.” The hostile or distinctly unenthusiastic

response accorded to that proposal in most Asian capitals epitomizes

the USSR’s failure to find appropriate diplomatic means for promot ing

an all-Asian security management role for itself.

The question to be addressed is what accounts for this apparent

paradox of mushrooming Soviet political activity in Asia that seems

to lack a central focus or clear direction , and of a growing Soviet

military and naval presence that seems to have ‘:erv limited political

utility ?

Some foreign policy analysts of the “bureaucratic politics ” per-

suasion would no doubt argue that this iS a false paradox inasmuch as

the foreign policies of governments are not guided by a comprehensive

rationality capable of producing coherent and integrated forei gn political

behavior , hut rather by ‘ ongeries of imperfect ly coord~ nated and compe-

t i t i v e  o rgan iza t ions whose po l i cy  output s i nev i t a b~~” r~~fl ect the  internal

bargaining and compromises that  produced them . There i s  much to he s a i d

in principle for this proposition and , when empirical data can he found

against which to test it , it can usefully serve to frame hypotheses

and to inform analysis. But we have little reliable iaformation regarding

the organizat i onal preferences , strategies and t a t  ic ’ of sub-un its forming

the Soviet foreign policy community, or of the pattern s and character of

their interactions . Furthermore , given rather compell ing evidence (for

example , from Soviet foreign pol icy toward Europ e) that the summit of the
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Soviet policy community does have the capability to concert and impose on

the bureaucracies below it coherent and integrated policies, we are

justified in searching for more comprehensive explanations. The alter-

native is simply to go endlessly around the circle defined by the pro-

position that Soviet policy in Asia is what it is because lots of Soviet

bureaucrats (whoever they are) are busily doing their things (whatever

those are).

Soviet Policy Constraints

Two different kinds of factors seem to be pertinent in searching for

some larger explanations. The first Set includes those basic , enduring

factors, such as geography, history, ideology , political culture and

diplomatic style, that exert constraining influences of a more or less

permanent kind on Soviet policy in Asia generally. The second set of

factors pertains to the special circumstances of the in te rna t iona l

relations of Asia at this particular stage of development ; their

constraining influence may be relaxed , intensifi ed , or otherwise

modif ied by events.
The more enduring constraints deserve more detailed consideration

than can he given to them here, hut mig ht perhaps be expressed succinctl y in

in terms of generalized perceptions of the Soviet Un ion that appear to he

widely shared by Asian political elites. Throughout Asia , with few

exceptions , the L.~SR is seen as an “outsider ,” iii es~ eiit i a11 ~’ European

power, knocking at Asia ’s door for reasons that remain unclear, hut are

widely suspected , and comporting itself often with a heavy-handedness

that betrays a poor understanding of or insensitivity to indigenous

po l i t i c a l  cultures and nationa l s tyles .  The vast area of t he  USSR

geographically located in Asia is seen by Asians essentially as an

extension of European Russia , the heartland of the Soviet Union , from

which the power , culture , and global thrust of the Soviet state derive .

Ever since the Bandung Conference of 1955 , when a Soviet b id to part ici-

pate was rejected even by states favorably disposed to the USSR politicall y,

insistent Soviet efforts to be admitted into the community of Asian states

have been repeatedly rejected. Indeed , the cont inuing efforts of Soviet 
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leaders to gain acceptance of the USSR as an ind igenous Asian pol itical
force have only deepened suspicion and mi strust of the USSR , providing
ammunition for Chinese Communist efforts to portray the Soviet Union as

an interloper and aspiring hegemonial power.

The persistent and counter-productive Soviet campaign to establish

for itself an authentically Asian identity reflects another apparently

deep-seated characteristic of Soviet behavior that constrains ?.k~scow ’s

ability to exercise influence effectively: insensitivity to the dis-

tinctive features of the Asian environment and to the national character

and temperaments of the Asian elites and peoples whom Sov iet d iplomacy

has attempted to engage. Early Cold War predictions that the USSR would

enjoy a potentially decisive advantage in the Third World ov,er the alien
West, discredited by its imperialist and colonialist past , have turned out

to be grossly exaggetated.

Disorienting Impact of Asian Structural Changes

Moreover, the radical restructuring of Asian international politics

during the l960s has disoriented the foreign pol icies of the USSR no less
than those of other external powers, depriving the Soviet leadership of a

serviceab le compass by which to chart its course. Ironicall y, during the

first post-war decade-and-a-half, when the Soviet Union was relatively

weak and , outside of Europe, without substantial assets and resources for

realizing any far-reaching external policy objectives , the purposes of

Soviet Asian pol icy seemed clearer , or at any rate, were more clearly

perceived by other powers . Soviet policy appeared to be directed toward

the goal of weakening and , if possible , eliminating U.S. power from close-
in areas of Northeast Asia--from China, Korea , and Japan. A major first

step toward this goal was dramatically (and unexpectedly) realized in

China in 1949, but further progress was stalemated in 1950-1953 by

determined American resistance (again, probably unexpected) to North

Korea ’s effort to extend Communist dominat ion by force over the entire

Korean peninsula. The Korean misadventure double-bolted against the

USSR the door to Japan , which had already been slammed shut by American

monopolization of the occupation. More ambitious Soviet object i ves with

respect to .Japan thereafter had to be subordinated to the slow and halting 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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process of norma l iz in g rel ations. Meanwh ile, the American presence both
in Japan and South Korea became more deeply entrenched , and Soviet prospects

of removing American power from the Soviet Union’s Asian periphery grew

more remote and problematic.

A variety of factors combined after the Korean War to complicate

Soviet policy in Asia and to prevent the articulation , much less the

execution, of a larger continental design. Even before the onset of

overt hostility in relat ions between Moscow and Peking, the Soviet Union

failed to concert anything like a joint Asian policy with the PRC, a pre-

requisite for any far-reaching Soviet advance in Asia in tho se yea rs .
Indeed, their failure to do so, even under the umbrella of ostens ibly
fraternal relations, may have signalled to the leaders on both sides

the limit s of what was possible from their partnership , given their

divergent interests and priorities. By diminishing expectations both

in Moscow and Peking of benefits to be reaped from maintaining the

all iance, the experience of the 1950s may have facilitated the escala-

tion of conflict in the early 1960s.

But clearly, it was the escalation of the Sino-Soviet conflict that

dealt the decisive blow to whatever was still left of the early post-war

thrust of Sov iet pol icy in Asia. Beginning in the mid-1960s, even during

the large-scale American involvement in Indochina, the anti-American

impulse of Soviel, Asian policy was increasingly subordinated to an anti—

Chinese posture. In operative Soviet policy terms, containment of China

now clearly appears to enjoy priority over expulsion of the United States.

China

Whatever perceptions of threat or estimates of coercive utility may

have motivated Soviet pol icy toward China over the past decade, the

resultant set of Soviet dec isions and acti ons has only deepened Chinese

hostility toward the USSR and narrowed Soviet policy options elsewhere

in Asia. The Soviet leadership’s preoccupation with efforts to contain

China, discred it its leaders , and discourage other Asian states from

collaborating with the PRC appears to be based on the expectation that as

long as control of China remains in hostile hands, the inevitable growth 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~-—-- ..-- .- —~~~~~ _ _ _
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of Chinese power and influence will sooner or later convert what Moscow

probably still regards as a potential threat to Soviet security into a

real and critical menace. To position itself to deal with this potential ,

the USSR since 1965 has conducted a massive military buildup along the

.Sino-Soviet border , where a substantial fraction of its aggregate con-

ventional and peripheral nuclear strike forces are now concentrated ,

facing Chinese forces that are vast ly inferior by virtuall y every measure

of strength; the USSR reportedly also enjoys a numerical advantage in

regular ground forces dep loyed close to the border , although the overall

theater military manpower balance remains heavily weighted in the PRC ’s

favor. Many Western analysts (and, in private conversations, some Soviet

specialists as well) have regarded this as a characteristic Soviet over-

reaction , which has had no demonstrable current utility, but has served

to convert the most pessimistic Soviet expectations about China into a

virtually self- ful filling prophecy.
The longer-run Soviet interest , and almost certainly the preference

of the present Soviet leadership, is to achieve a reconciliation or, at

least , a reduction of tensions and accommodation with the PRC . By

permanently altering the military geography of the Sino-Soviet border ,

however, the Soviet leaders have sharply reduced chances for a radical

improvement in Sino-Soviet relations , placing narrow limits on the extent

to which the two sides could move even toward limited detente if leader-

ship changes or a reassessment of interests on one or the other side made

that seem desirable. Thus, even if future Soviet and Chinese leaderships

could agree on a resolution of China ’s territorial claims against the USSR

and to a partial withdrawal or thinning out of mobile military forces sta-

tioned along the border , the vast military infrastructure of air fields ,

depots, fortifications , fixed missile sites , and permanent garrisons that

have been installed by the u SSR (and, in response , to a much lesser extent

by the PRC) have locked the two sides into a confrontation posture from

which it would be extraordinaril y difficult for then to extricate themselves.

Other Communist-Ruled Asian States

Uneasiness or suspicion about Soviet intentions is widespread in

Asia , cutting across the political spectrum and including Communist , as 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~.—
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well as neutralist non-Communist and Western-oriented anti-Communist

states. The PRC , once the Soviet Union ’s princi pal g lobal as well as

Asian ally, now regards the USSR as its main enemy . North Korea , the

second Communist power in Asia , has had a history of uneasy , and , at

times , tense relations with Moscow , including an abortive effort by a

pro-Soviet Korean party faction to disp lace Kim Ti-sung in 1956 and

Soviet-North Korean polemics in the early 19b0s that persisted until

Khruschev ’s ouster in 1964. Whatever the ties of mutua l interest that

hind Moscow and Pyongyang , they are not bonds of mutua l affection . In

Vietnam , the Soviet position since the fall of Saigon to the Communists

has seemed to improve at the expense of China , but Uanoi did not sub-

ordinate itself to Moscow when its dependence on the Soviet Union was

far greater , and its leaders have good historical cause to remain wary

of Moscow ’s propensity to sacrifice Vietnamese interests in pursuit of

its larger policies (toward France in the l9SOs and the United States

in the earl y l970s). The new leaders of Laos appear also to be leaning

somewhat toward the USSR , but maintain a respectfu l posture toward the

PRC , preferring to play a balancing game between the two . In the new ,

reclusive ‘ambodia , the Soviet position appears to he no stronger than

that of any other ex te rna l power , and i s  e v i d e n t l y  less secure tha n that

of the Chinese . Indeed , among the Communist states of Asia , the Soviet

Union can count reliab ly only on Mongolia , perhaps the last remaining

genuine Soviet satellite , a sparsely populated state that is not terribl y

consequential in the larger scheme of things , except as a stag ing base

for Soviet ground and air forces poised against the PRC . Alone among the

Communist-ru l ed Asian states , Mongolia has endorsed the USSR’s hid to create

a collective security system for the reg ion . The independent Comnunist

s t a t e s  have i gnored the Sovie t  ProPosal , s i n c e  any express ion  of i n t e r es t

would c o n s t i t u t e  a g r a t u i t o u s  provocat i on of the PRC . I ronical ly . the

Communist  v i c to ry  in Laos and Cambodia , which were p r ime  t a r g e t s  of the

Sovie t  proposal i n i t i a  liv , has elininated two prospecti ve candid ates for

membership in the Soviet-sponsored system .

ASEAN_Countries
in recent yea rs • the Sot- j e t  U n i on  has made determined e fort s to

broaden its ent ree to the ASlAN countries of Southeast Asia. Spurred
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by the American withdrawal from Vietnam , the USSR perceptibly stepped

up the pace of its diplomatic activity in the region , evidently to preempt

or to counterbalance parallel and competing moves by the PRC. Although

the Soviet Union has now established diplomatic relations with all of the

ASE AN countries , exchanging high-level diplomatic visits and modestly

increasing trade volume with some, the results have on balance been

meager and the USSR remains but a marginal factor in the foreign policy

calculation s of these countries. ASE AN leaders see Hanoi first, and then
Peking, as the foreign capitals with which accommodation has to be sought

to ensure the stability of international relations in Southeast Asia .

Improved relations with the Soviet Union are welcomed by ASEAN countries

primari ly for balancing purposes against the PRC ; it is the passive

weight rather than the active influence of the Soviet Union that is being

sought.

India and the Subcontinent

There are some exceptions to what appears to be a generally bleak

picture for the Soviet Union on the “hearts and minds” side of the Asian

political equati n; of these, the most important is India , wi th which

Soviet relations are now closer than with any other major Asian power.

Apart from neighboring Afghanistan, which has no serious option but to

conform, and Iraq, which is an Asian state only in a technical sense ,

India is the only non-Communist state in the continent with which Moscow

has been able to conclude a Treaty of Friendship. But while the USSR

has become India ’s principal arms supplier and sided openly with it in

its war against Pakistan , India can hardly be counted a genuine ally of

the Soviet Union . Because of its larger political interests in the

non-aligned Third World and its unwillingness to cut itself off from

other non-Communist  sources of external  assis tance, Tndia clean prefers

to maintain a certain distance from the Soviet Union and to avoid the

appearance of general alignment with it. Thus, Mrs . Gandhi has politel y

rejected repeated Soviet invitat ions to India to endorse the USSR’s

collective security proposal , an endorsement wh i ch would go a long way

toward legitimizing the Soviet plan elsewh ere in As ia . As India ’s willing-

ness to take the first steps toward rapproachement w i t h  t he  PRC s~~gesteJ ,

Delhi conducts an essentially independent polic y which par al lels that of 
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the Soviet Union only at those points where the mutual interests of the

two parties happen to coincide .

Elsewhere on the subcontinent , the Sov i et Union has not reaped the

substantial political gains it may have antici pated as backer of India ’s

successful effort to achieve regional military hegemony. Moscow’s dis-

appointment with the evolut ion of Bangladesh after the 1975 coup has

been openly expressed. And the USSR’s primary commitment to India

places severe limits on what Moscow can credibly offer to Pakistan , despite

Islamabad’s disenchantment with its erstwhile Western allies and Chinese

backers.

Japan

If the Soviet-Indian Friendship Treaty represents the high water mark

of recent Soviet diplomacy in Asia , then Moscow’s failure to conclude a

peace treaty with Tokyo epitomizes what is probab ly its greatest diplomatic

failure . Nowhere is the ambivalence and immobility of Soviet policy in

the face of severe cross-pressures and c o n f l i c t i n g  pr ior i t ies  more apparent

than in Moscow ’ s stalled relations with Tokyo.

Five years ago opportuni t ies  seemed promising for the  USSR to shore

up its disadvantaged position as odd-man-out in the bi g power q u a d r i l a t e r a l

relationship in East Asia by drawing closer to a Japan th at was si g n a l l i n g
its receptivity. Stung by the “Nixon shocks” of 1971-1972 and fearful

that it was being taken for granted by the United States , now preoccupied

with cementing its ties to the PRC, the Japanese government seemed open

to fresh approaches by the Soviet Union .

The essential precondition for a more flexible and venturesome Soviet

approach to Japan had been satisfied in the 1960s when Soviet Asian pre-

occupations shifted from the strugg le against the United States (which ,

in the li ght of the cent ra l role attached by Japan to its mutua l security

treaty with America , precl uded serious Soviet diplomacy in Tokyol to the

Sino-Sov i et confl ict. Onc e the Soviet  Un i on abandoned as an operative

pol i cy goal the neut r a l i : at  ion of Japan , it was free to pursue other

ob j ectives aimed at h o l s t e r i n g  or p ro t ec t i ng  the  US SR’ s po s i t i o n against

- ..— ..—,—. , — .— —— , — ~~~ . — .— ~~ — p a
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China--f or examp le , securing Japanese economic assistance in the develop-

ment of Siberia and t h e  Soviet Far East and f o r e s t a l l i n g  a p o t e n t i a l l y

anti-Soviet Japanese turn toward China , if not evoking a more positive

Japanese stance vis— a— vis the Soviet Union .

Given the hi gh leve l of Sino-Sovict tension reached in 1969, the

dramatic tur n in S in o-An er ican  r e l a t ions  shor t ly  the rea f t e r, Japan ’ s

j irritation at Washington ’s failure to coordinate its China policy with

Tokyo , the normalization of Sino-Japanese relations , and Chinese efforts

to spoil Soviet-Japanese relation s, classical balance-of-power analysts

would have expected rather quick and determined Soviet efforts to exploit

the new situat ion. What is surprising therefore is not the activation of

Soviet diplomacy toward Japan , which did follow immediately on the heels

of 1971 “Nixon shocks ,” but its faltering and vacillat ing course , and

the failure of Soviet diplomacy to so I :e fresh opportuni ties . After more

than five years of fairly intensive dip l omatic activity, Soviet-Japanese

negot iations on the whole range of o~it standing issues between the two

countries remain in a condition of stalemate.

Moscow’s unyielding position on the Northern Territories question

and its crude rejection of Japanese claims as outri ght “revanchism ,” have

blocked progress on a peace treaty, without which normalization of Soviet-

Japanese relations will remain incomplete. While trade relations between

the two countries--large in Soviet terms, small in Japanese--continue to

grow at a modest pace , massive Japanese participation in the USSR’s huge

Siberian energy development programs, the subject of stop-and-go negotia-

tions for more than a decade , is now less likely than ever , thanks in

part to a stiffening of Soviet terms and to vacillations of Soviet enthusiasn.

~~anwhile , aggressive Soviet policing of Japanese fishing boats , as wel l as

provocative deployment s of Soviet air and naval forces and intelli gence

ships close to Japanese waters , continue to provide fresh irritants to

Soviet-Japanese relations.

It is true that popular feelings of hostilit y and suspicion toward

the Soviet Union run deep in Japan and that even the most sensitive and

skillfu l Soviet di p lomacy would encounter power ful resist once to any large 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ______
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improvement in  Soviet-Japanese relat ions. But Soviet diplomacy toward

Japan has been characterized more by harshness and heavy-handedness than
by skill and sensitivity . How much of this Soviet behavior reflects

reci procal Soviet hos t i l i ty  and susp icion and how much stems from inherent
de f i c i enc ie s  in Soviet understanding of Japanese polit ical culture and
national temperament is unclear; surely both elements are present , in
unknown proportions.

At bottom there appears to be a fundamental ambivalence in Soviet

attitudes toward Japan ’s new striving to define a political role for itself

in A sia and in the world commensurate with its great economic power. To

the extent that such a new more independent role might provide room for

a major inq)rovement in Soviet-Japanese relations, gaining for the USSR

greater access to Japanese economic strength, the prospect is alluring;

but wit h respect to Japan ’s warmaking capacity, the status quo may be

deeply reassuring to the Soviet leadership and worth preserving. Foreign

policies can change quickly while the military capabilities associated

with superpower status, once acquired , are not easily given up. So long

as Japan ’s military power remains weakly developed , even an adverse shift

in Tokyo’s foreign policy toward the Soviet Union cannot create severe

new security problems for the USSR. But an assertive Japan that , for

whatever reason, is no longer dependent for its basic security on the

Ui.ited States is most unlikely to remain a third-rate military power.

And such a Japan , even if its political relationship with the Soviet

Union were to improve while it made the transition to an independent

military posture , could ultimately confront the USSR with a threat

overshadowing that posed by China.

Korea

Soviet policy on the Korean question provides a particularl y striking

illustrat i on of how cross-pressures emanating from both globa l and reg ional

sources , on the one hand , and commitments to an all y that enjoys a hi~ h de-

gree of autonomy by virtue of the Sino-Soviet rift , on the other , combine t o

comp licat e and even to paralyze Soviet policy. The primary Soviet g lo la l re-

lot ion~.hi p with the United States , the USSR’s festering conflict with China , its

II- ~~—- - - — -.- ~~~~~~~~ - - . .  
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policy toward Japan , as well as its alliance relationship with North
Kore a, al l come to bear in the Korean Peninsula.

The outbreak of large-scale warfare in Korea is almost certainly

perceived by the Sov iet leadersh ip as a contingency gravely threatening

Soviet interests since under existing US-ROK security arrangements and

force dispositions , immediate American participation would be virtually

automatic. Regardless of the level or character of Soviet support for

North Korea in such a war, the involvement of the United States in armed

conflict with a Soviet ally sharing a common border with the USSR would

place Soviet-American relations under heavier strain than any event at

least since the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. Unless quickly terminated

by political or military means, or conducted by the U.S. with 1950’s-

type constraints that are probably no longer feasible , a second Korean

round would have much higher escalatory potential than the first.

Even if the Soviet Union refrained from dirpct participation , as
it did in the first Korean war, it is hard to conceive of a war outcome

that woul d serve Soviet interests. Soviet f a i lu re  to prevent a Nort h

Korean defeat would deal a heavy blow to Soviet credibility as a super-

power and aspiring Asian security manager. Even a North Korean victory

(improbable without direct Soviet assistance, assuming U.S. participat ion)

would entail potentially heavy political costs that would not, from the
Soviet Union’s perspective , be offset by great gains . Detente , or even

the pretense of cooperat ive Soviet-American re lations , would almost
certainly not survive such an outcome. The effects on Japan would

depend largely on how the United States had conducted itself , but

there is a high probability that a Communist conquest of the South

would push Japan toward seri ous rearmament , ei the r independentl y (in

which case Japan would be more likely to exercise the nuclear opt ion),

or in concert with the United States, but now with Japan playing a

substantial and, in conventional Asian-based forces , probabl y the major

milita ry role in the alliance.

Not only does the USSR have strong reasons for avoiding a new conflict

in Korea , it has no comparably strong reasons to favor t h e  r e u n i f i c a t i o n

of Korea unde r Pyomgyan g’s control. Such a Korea would he even less
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readily controllable than the north is now; the possibi l i ty  that a united

Korea mi ght eventual ly gravitate toward Peking would magn ify  greatly the
adverse consequences for the USSR of a Pyongyang-Peking axis; at the very

least, a reunif ied , Communist-dominated Korea would be in an even stronger

position than now to play off Moscow against Peking to its own advantage ,

since the stakes in~,o1ved for either in “losing” Korea would have grown.

Presumably for such reasons the USSR has for many years exercised
conside rable restraint regarding the quanti ty and part icular ly the

quali ty of weapons assistance that it has provided to Kim Il-Sung. It

appears to be deliberate Soviet policy to prevent North Korea from

acquiring a mi l i t a ry  capabil i ty sufficient to embolden it to launch an
attack independently, without prior assurance of assistance from one or

both of its a l l i e s . To appreciate the care Moscow has taken to contro l

the pace and scope of No rth Korea ’s mil itary bu ildup over the years ,
one need only compare Soviet military assistance to the north to what

the USSR has been willing to provide Arab clients who are, by comparison

to North Korea, distant from the USSR, and to whom the Soviet Union is

not formall y committed by alliance ties or ideological broth erhood.

The clc.ir interest of the Soviet Union in avoiding a new large-

sc.~1e war on the Korean Peninsula is not matched , however, by any strong

positive incentive to promote a political accommodation between the two

Koreas. For such-an accommodation only promises to perpetuate a South

Korea that would almost certainly remain implacably anti-Communist and

tied to the United States. In stable conditions of peace , South Korea

would cont inue to outstrip the North in almost every dimension of national

growth. This does not mean that a two-Koreas solution would be unacceptable

to the Soviet Union if it were acceptable to North Korea, but only that the

Soviet Union lacks both sufficient incent ives and sufficient leverage to

press an in t rans igent  North Korea toward such an accommodation w i t h  the

South.
Unde r present conditions , Soviet adoption of a two-Koreas posture

in the face of No rth Korean resistance , would be both costly and futile ,

and there fore pointless. Moreover , given a Sino-Soviet relationsh i p that

-
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is not substantially more accommodative than now , any such policy departure
by the USSR that was not matched for its own reasons by the PRC , would
inevitably drive No~rth Korea toward China. And a Peking-Pyongyang axis
is much more undesirable for Moscow than a perpetuation of the piesent

stalemate in the peninsula. The key to a Korean settlement , therefore,

lies in North Korean, not Soviet hands .

The Spectre of Anti-Soviet Collusion

In Ko rea, as elsewhere in Asia, the Soviet Union Sits in the game
hold ing potentially powerful cards wh ich it cannot play eff ecti vel y, a
pred icament that an arri~viste power is likely to find profoundly frus-
trating. Even worse, in Northeast Asia , the power locus of the cont inent ,

Soviet leaders , indulging in no more than their customary paranoia , can

find ample evidence that their rivals may be comb ining against them.

With neither the United States, China, nor Japan now disposed to seek

hegemony in the area for itse l f , their interests converge on denying a
hegemonial role to the USSR , the one world power that all three perceive

to be in an expansive foreign policy phase.

The Chinese have articulated this community of interests between

Pek ing , Washington , and Tokyo most clearly. To counter the USSR’s Asian

collective security proposal aimed at gaining for the Soviet Union an

acknowledged central role in managing Asian security relat ions , the PRC

advances its “anti-hegemony” formula , unmistakably intended to deny
precisely such a role to the USSR. Both the United States and Japan ,

in joint statements signed with China in 1972, not only abjured any

effort to impose their own hegemony in the Asian region of the Pacific ,

but also undertook “to o pose any attempts by any other country... . to

es tabl ish such a hegemony. ” The United States officially has taken no

stand on the Soviet Asian collective security proposal , hut in enunciating

Wash ington ’s new “Pacific Doctrine” in December 1975 , President Ford failed

conspicuously even to mention the Soviet Union , while emphasizing America ’s

special ties with Japan and joint U.S. -PRC opposition to any hegemony in

Asia. From Moscow’s perspec ti ve , there is probably little doubt about

where Washington stands in the competition between the NC’s effort to

exclude Sov iet power fr om As ia and the USSR’ s campaign to he coi~ ted in.

--- - — _ _
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In this context , the growing visibility of Soviet naval power in

the Pacific and Indian Oceans may represent not so much the military

arm of an expansive political strategy ir~ the Asian-Pacific area as a
second-best offshore substitute for a continental policy that has been

frustrated by the Soviet Union’s principal competitors. Powerful Soviet

ground and air force s in As ia can read il y reach China , agains t which they
are poised , but they have manifestly fa iled to coerce the PRC into seek ing

a political accommodation on Soviet ternis. Insofar as these forces are

also perceived as threatening by the Japanese , they only reinforce
Tokyo ’s commitment to the mutual security treaty with the United States

and make Chinese warnings about Sovi et hegemonial in tent ions seem
more plausbile.

El sewhere in As ia , massive Soviet ground and air forces along the
Sino-Soviet border serve to dramatize the extent to which the Sino-Soviet

conflict cont inues to t ie down Soviet power and to drain energies that

might otherwise be directed elsewhere. So long as the still powerful

U.S. Pacific Fleet remains committed to the defense of American allies
and interests in Asia , the appearance of the Soviet Navy in Asian waters

can serve as little more than a reminder to the littoral states that the

Soviet Union does aspire to play a regional role and that the United

States no longer rules the seas by default. It is difficult to write a

credible scenario whereby the USSR could independent ly and without

provoking a larger conflict employ its naval forces to affect in any

substantial way the international politics of Asia. In any case, while

there is some evidence that a number of Asian states regard the deploy-

ment of Soviet naval power in Pacific waters as disturbing, either

because it runs counter to their interest in neutralizing the region

or is regarded as a harbinger of Soviet imperialist ambitions , there is

no evidence that the appearance of Soviet naval forces has promoted new

tendencies anywhere in Asia to accommodate to Soviet power or to seek

special military relations with the USSR.

A Soviet “Selective Security” System

Given the  inherent geographical , cul tura l , an d p o l i t i c al limits

on the Soviet Union’s capacity to project its influence deeply into 
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As ia, and the special circumstances of contemporary Asian international
politics , notably the constraints on Soviet freedom of maneuver imposed

by the festering Sino-Soviet conflict, a Soviet Grand Design for As ia ,
is almost cer tainly il luso ry.  As a bes t available approx imation of a
broad Soviet continental strategy , we can expect the USSR to make every

effort to play an increasingly active and visible role in the inter-

nat ional pol itics of As ia in comin g years , primarily by expanding its

network of bilater al relat ions of a mor e or less conventional d ip lomat ic
and economic type with a growing number of Asian states, including some

from which Soviet presence and influence have heretofore been virtually

excluded. “Normalization” rather than “detente”--not to speak of
alliance--is likely to characterize Soviet relations with most Asian

states in the near future; and the inclination of Asian political

elites to take out comparatively low-cost , low-profile insurance against

an uncertain future by opening a political dialogue with Moscow appears

to be growing. For those concerned with stable and ord er l y  developmen t

of international relations in “~s~a, this trend need not be a cause for

great anxiety, and might even have salutary effects , particuiarly if

broadened and deepened Soviet diplomatic involvement lead the USSR

to assume a greater share of responsibility for providing economic

and technica l assistance to the developing countries of the region.
Sov iet resource con straints , how ever, limit the growth of Soviet

influence and presence in Asia through the employment of conventiona l

commerc ial and diplomatic assets. Soviet leaders have made much in

recent years of the fact that two-thirds of Soviet territory lies east of

the Ural Mountains, but as an Asian state the Soviet Union is also an

underdeveloped country and aspi res to be a mass ive i mpor ter of economi c
resources and technologies from the advanced industrial countries .

Economically , the Soviet Union has comparatively little to contribute

to the other developing countr ies of Asia , except on a highly selective

basis; surely it cannot effectively compete in this regard with the

United States , Wes tern Europe , or Japan , except by concentrating its

effor ts in a few pla ces as it has done in India .  I deolog ically, the

Soviet Union has long since ceased to be a magnetic force in Asia.
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There is a danger, therefore, that the combination of (1) Soviet

ambition to acquire a leadership role in Asian politics , driven by

profound concern over the long-term strategic implicat ions of Sino-

Soviet hos t i l i ty ,  and (2) severely limited means for achieving that
role either by conventional commercial or traditional diplomatic means,

could channel Soviet assertiveness in Asia in directions far removed
from the promotion of order and stability. Unable to find takers for

its proposal to join in building a collective security system on a

pan-Asian basis , the Soviet Union might instead offer security selective ly
to those Asian states embroiled in regional conflicts that mi ght find

themselves without access to other external sources of effective political-

military support . It is precisely the provision of such support that has

been the Soviet Union’s stock in trade so far in the Third World. Where

the USSR has been successful in planting its presence and expanding its

influence abroad, it has done so by massive transfers of military

resources and by flexing its muscles internationally on behalf of
clients engaged in regional conflicts wi th  their  nei ghbors . In Vietnam
and India as well as in the Middle East and Angola, Soviet military power

and political support have made an enormous difference in the outcome of

regional conflicts. With America ’s willingness to extend support on a

similar scale and with comparable firmness increasingly doubted in many

quarters in Asia , and with China ’s future policies and military capacity

still highly uncertain, Moscow’s announcemen t that it is available as

an alternative source of security support cannot lightly be dismissed.

Soviet willingness to play such a role , however , is unlikely to be

consequential if invitat ions are not forthcoming. As never before in

modern Asian h i s to ry , the probability of external military intervention

depends above all on the play of indi genous politica l forces which neither

the USSR nor any other outside power can reliabl y control. 
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